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air.sa\ there is "bheda9 with Brahman, and in the *manusy-
amsa' there is 'abheda'. We cannot say that there is the
apprehension 'I am not a manusya, but Brahman/ For,
even in a statement like "nayam khando gauh, kintu mun-"
dogauh^ (this cow-is not khand) both the Khanada9 and
^munda9 agree in 'gotva' and as such are identical. Like-
wise when I think of myself as being a many the self is
identical with the body and when I take myself to be Brah.
man, the self is identical with Brahman-
It cannot be said that ^aham manushyah" is a case of
"bhranti^ as in "this is silver^ For even in 'Khando gauh
too we will have to admit the same 'bhranti9' ?

But in ^nayam khandogauh, kintu mundah\ we find.
that 'khandatva' is negated in 'mundogauh^ The 'gotvopa-
dhr (cownesss as delimitedy it) is there. And there is no
putting an end to 'vyavahara" to the latter As such ^
might be argued that this is not a case of 'bhranti'. To this
we can rep^ that the same holds good even in 'aham manu-
syah\ In the state of liberation there is ^sarvatmatva9 and
in this state the whole 'vyvatara' (activity) based on the
love of and attachment to the body and sense organs cea-
ses to exist,

And when there is 'vyavahara uccheda" (distracted acti-
vity) we have an erroneous cognition.

To this the bhedabheda vadin might say that we may
not be able to define exactly what bhadabheda is.k But the-
relationships that subsist between the universal and the
particular, quality and substance, effect and cause, 'visista*
and ^svarupa", ^amsa' and ^msi' (part and whole)-these
are all cases of behda bheda. Such a relationship does not
exist between the body and the self,